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NOTE: Change Conk01 for this Site Acdon Plan resides with the Field Office Manager (or designee), with a cc: to EM-3,2. 

Executive Summary 

Eva I u a tion Process 

This assessment was mnducred BS part of the Idaho Cleanup Project (IO) response to Commitments #23 and #2S of the Department 
of Energy’s Implementation Plan Crp) for Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety B o d  (DNFSB) Recommendation 2004-1, “Oversight of 
Complex, High-Hazard Nuclear Operations”, This assessment was conducted in accordance With the instructions provided in Lhe 
November 18,2005 DOE Headquarters memorandum &om the Chief Operating Officer for Environmental Management Specific 
d imt ion  was provided to perform a d e w  of the contractor in the area of work planning and control, and feedback and improvement 
The a s s m e n t  team determined that a combination of existing assessment b t a  and a conducting a focused assessment would be 
required to fully evaluate all work planning and control, and feedback and improvement pmcesses utilized by CWL 

T h e  CWl assessment team was organized into five p u p s  with the Project Evaluation Board Manager 86 the lead for the assessment. 
Four of the groups were msigned to specific ICP areas (INTEC, RWMC, Construction, and D&D) to evaluate work practices and 
p r o w  implcmentatioa The fifth group WBS assigned to evaluate ICP programs. Each of the teams was led by an experienced 
assessor who was familiar with rtquiremcnts for work control and the ISMS. A prc-assessment meeting was held with the team 
leaden and the aSseSsment team members to review expectations and the assessment methodology. Daily debriefings were held wiUi 
the PEB Department Manager to e n s m  the assessment remained focused and to identify key issues. The assessment started on 
December 12,2005 and completed on January 6,2005.  CWI management was briefed on the results of the assessment. 

The CWI assessment t a m s  used the Criteria Review and Approach Documents (CRADs) as specified in the following: 

Work Planning and Work Control Assessments and Site Action Plans for Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board 
Recommendation 2004-1, Commitment 23; David K. Gman, Under Secretary for Energy, Science and Environment, 
November 9,2005 
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board Recommendation 20041, Integrated Safety Management System Feedback and 
Impmvement; David K. G m a n ,  Under Secretary for Energy, Science and Environment, November 9,2005 
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The C W s  and associated criteria were reviewed by t l i e  team in preparation for the assessment. In addition, the daily debnefings 
ensured that assessment of the CRADs and their associated criteria remained focused and met tlie expected needs of the assessment 

Overall Evaluation Summary 

WORK PLANNING AND CONTROL, COMMITMENT 23 

T h e  results of this assessment determined that ICP meets the objectives for CRAD-3 (ntc comucfor /;as developed UI I  erective work 
plairning and control process). The objectives for CRAD 4 (Proposed work activ,lticp ure adequately defined arid unaljacd to Idetiffi 
hazarcir and thctr arsoclord cvnrrols); CRAD 5 (ntc cornactor workptanrtfngprocus grnvaru wot*k control docunicnls f h d  Isad 
to sde  and eflclent corrtptatioti of wrk actlvih'rs); and CRAD 6 (CorllractorpMottnclprr3conn work in acaodaricr with approved 
w r k  coniml docutne~r) w m  partially met The objective for C U D  7 (The Corttmctor has an wfablirhedprocess that rqui'rrr fine 
nmragemenr a i d  assessment personnel to peform timely arsessnrenfs/surveillancu ofihe workplanning and control process, 
incliidingpcriodic reviews olactiue and indevelopmerit work control docutnenlr) was not m e t  
The foliowing table provides the d t s  of this assessment 

w w t ~ v e  Met Qbicctive P- t Dbiective Not !v& comments e .  

3 X 2 OF13 nota! 
4 X 1 OFInohd 

2 OFI's noted 5 X 
6 X 2 OR's noted 

X 2 OFT'S noted 7 

FEEDBACK AND IMPROVEMENT, CO- 25 

The ~ r d t s  of this assessment determined that ICP meets the objectives for CRAD 2.2 (The Contmctor has developed and 
implemented an Operating Experience program that communicates Effective Practices and Lessons h e d  during work activities, 
process reviews, and incidcnVevmt analyses to potential users and applied to future work activities); CRAD 2.3 (Contractor line 
management has established and implemented programs and processes to identify, investigate, report, and respond to operational 

, even& and incidents and occupational injuries and illnesses); and CRAD 2.4 ( n e  Contractor bas developed and implemented a formal 
process l o  evaluate the quality and usellness of feedback, and track to nsolution performance and safety issues and associated 
corrective actions). The objectives for CRAD l(Contractor Line management has established a comprehensive and integrated 
operational assurance system which encompass all aspects of the processes and activities designed to identify deficiencies and 
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opponunjhcs for improvement, report deficiencies to the responsible managers, conipletc corrective actions, and siive k lessons 
learned effectively across all aspccts of opention) and CRAD 2.1 (Contractor Line management has established a ngo:ous and 
credible assessment program that evaluates the adequacy ofprograms, processes, and performance on a recurring basis. Foma': 
mechanisms and processes have been established for collecting both qualitative and quantitative information on performance and this 
information is effectively used as the basis for informed manngemcnt decisions to improve performance) were partially met. The 
following tnble providcs the results of this assessment, 

GRAD CI Obiective Met Qbicctive Partially Met Obiective Not Met Comments 
1 X 2 OF13 noted 
2.1 X 2 OFI's noted 
2.2 X No OFl's noted 
2.3 X No OFI's noted 
2.4 X No OFI's noted 

This assessment was completcd and submitted ns requested by Department of Energy's Implementation Plan Commitment 23 and 
Commitment 25 for Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board Recommendation 2004-1, Ovcrsigltt o/Conrpfet, High-Huzord Ntrcfear. 
Operalions; Request for Action (OS-QSD-05-13); E. M. Sellers, December 2,2005. Due to the short mount of time to prepare and 
complete this assessment and the limited amount of actual work occurring during the assessment period, findings are based upon a 
limited sample size. 
T h e  n o s t  significant hdings involve: (1) situations where personnel failed to follow work control documents as written (one of tliese 
involved a routine task that is perfomed typically three times a week), (2) excessive reliance on maintenance planners to identify 
hazards and establish controls for maintenance work without input or revicw ffom subject matter experts, nnd (3) needed 
improvements in the conduct of self-assessments. Additionally, there appears to be an exccssive amount of unscheduled/emergent 
work  at is added to the planned work schedules. "lis  increases worker and supervisor hstration, impacts craft utilization and has  
the potential to create error likely situations. 
Thesc iucas  of improvement appear to stem from the incffcctive implementation of existing programs and processcs. Programs, such 
as the Safety Assessment Center nnd Exccutivc Safety Rcvicw Board., have been implemented for B short period of time and the Site 
h a s  [lot been able to filly realize the feedback and improvement value inherently imbedded. In another area, the process outlined 
within MCP-3562, Hazard Ideirfijicufion Aiiolysis a i d  Corifrol of Operafiortaf Aofivifies, provides a foundation for P highly rigorous 
hazard identification program for the development of operating procedures. This same rigor is not imposed upon Uie development of  
work documents. 
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Thcse, and other, pmgrams and processes arc in themselves identified as Good Practices later in this document. This evaluation 
determined that the issues identified fiom the CRADs of Commitments #23 and 25 arc implementation related, not program 
breakdowns, 
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SECTION I - DOE Oversight 
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SECTION I1 - CW-ICP 

Performance Objective WPC-3: Work Control Program Documentation 

When CWl began work on the ICP in May 2005, the work control program documentation that was in c f f s t  a! the INL remained in 
e f f a  to provide a fr;unewark within which CWI could conduct business under the new, performance based conbact. The document 
hinarchy which misted at the start of the contmct continus to be in effect today. 
The controlIing documents (STD-101, I n r m a f d  Work Confrol Pmcas, MCP-3 192, H m r d  Idcntifictrfiorr Annljsis und Conlrol of 
Uperariorial Activities, and GDE-6210, Maintenance Guide) d e s m i e  and establish requirements for initiating, analyzing and 
developing work control documents, including job hazard analyses. 

Thm arc several different document types used for control of  work. including thne  levels of maintenance work orders (minor 
mainmance, expedited maintenance, or planned maintenance each according to increasing hazards, complexity and risk), project 
work orders and operating procedures. Levels of review and approval arc established for each of these work control documents in 
their nspcctive MCPs, STDs and other company-level procedures. The choice of which work control document is used is a function 
of the organization performing the work, tbe nature ofthe work (operations, corrective maintenance [e.g. rep&], routine or preventive 
maintenance [e.g. caUbration], D&D, construction and cnvirowmtal restoration), as well as the degree of risk hazards and 
complexity of the work 
Subcontractor work is controlled using project work orden and is subject to the same level of control as that used by CWI 
organizations, except as noted elsewhere in this report 

Extensive haining and qualification requirements exist for crafts and operations personnel. These fraining topics involve company 
rcquirmcnb, craft and operations skills and qualifications, safe& and health training and other relevant topics. In addition, many 
positions, such as maintenance peIsonne1, have COE, position specific and facility specific training requirements. Training and 
qualification requhments also exist for work control managers and plenners as well as for other line managen involved in the work 
control process. Auditable training records are maintained on a web-based system ( T W  to which first line supervisors and above 
have access io assure that craffs, technicians, operators, planners, safety subject matter experts nnd line managers are trained and 
qual; fied. 

Turnover requirements exist for transfer of responsibilities of first line supeMsors in operations and maintenance. Turnovers ate used 
in operations environments as required in MCP-2980. This MCP outlines the process nnd requirements for recording shiftily/daily 
activities. Operations personnel promptly record information regarding activities or events for each key position throughout the shift to 
ensure the accuracy of the entry. Maintenance criteria for turnover are located in STD-101 (chapter 6) and GDE 6210 (chapter 10). 
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CWI Action Deliverable 

MCP-13J l 7  lo pmde mrrCLt and Evrl,&a mv;Gm ofh Mm-135 REV 17 pacdurr anclrrcnt pcriodic miov frcqwncin. u ippliablr 

Enrun JSAs hvt brm nvieived within thc rcquirrd Vcnlintion ulrl JSAs hnw been reviewed within the r q u i d  periodic 
periodic review fnqucny. rcvicw lil!qucny. 

These documents provide direction regarding interfaces and work control coordination, work boundaries, s y s t e ~  operability ax! 
testing turnover of physical tasks as well as personnel. 
M e c h a n k m  exist to collect and utilizc lessons learned and feedback fmm work activities to be used in planning future activities. 1- 
uses the same lessons learned database that existed at the INL prior to the contract change that is now shared with the I N L  Planners 
arc mined in w d  have access to this database for use in preparing work packages. In some case (e.g. for construction projecB), 
lessons learned were maintained in hard copy and were found to be functional, but w e n  cumbersome to use. Construction projects 
also lack mechanisms to track and enstae incorporation of post-work review lessons learned on projects related to Voluntary Consent 
Orders. Furthermore, the assessment identified weaknesses in post-task fadback responses for field operations and mahtmance 
tasks. 

Due Date owncr/org 
Bill Once 

Safety 

hrto Rojm Mnnnpen 

3tIiD6 Director, 1ndu~'n'pi 

Y I X I G  

Responsible Manager: Bill Grace, Director - Industrial Safety 
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CWI Action Deliverable 
Rrfm M in dcpth review of h e  feedback process 
fa wrk a n i v i t i a  ud rrmmmcnd pees 
p f o r w u n c c  irnprowncnts in t h i s  o m ,  u 
rppmplrlr 

F o d  mluition o f  he f d b c k  and improvnncnl procars,  including 
tccommcndations for process impmvemnk 

Due Date OwneliOrg 

William J Johnson, 
COO 

3/1106 

Performance Objective W P C 4  Work Planning and Control Activity; Definition and Hazard Activity 

PDD-1004, Inregrated Sqety Management lijistrnt, is b e  program document tbat describes the flow down of ISMS requirements from 
the contmcfaal level (ISMS DEAR Clauses and DOE policies and orders) to implementing documents. Work pl&g and control 
act iv i ty  definition for maintenance work is described in STD-101, Inregtuled fvork Control Aunss,  

GDE-62 I O ,  Muinrenancc Guide, and G D M 2  12, Hazard Mifigufion Guidefor Integrated Work Conrrol Proccss, whenas opernting 
activities are governed by MCP-3562, Hazard /dertri/ication Atra!vsir and Corrhul oJOperatioiral Actii41ics. 

Maintenance activity planning involves m e i p t  of a request to perform work and assignment of the request to a maintenance e.rcpedikr 
or planner to prepare work docunients. Initial discussions of work scope, identification of a team to parlicipate in wurk package 
developiocnt and walk downs and h d  analyses an primarily performed or led by maintenance planners. For planned and project 
maintenance work orden, p lmcnper fomi  hazard analysis and idendfication of controls by filling oul a Hazards Profile Screening 
Checklist (HPSC) ,  Form 430.10. In completing t lus computer-based cliecklist, planners use the information obtained during the scope 
of work development and review of facility documents (e.g., the Facility Hazards List (FHL)), equipment history, Documented Safety 
Analyses @SA), Fire Hazard Assessments (FHA), environmental permits. Based on the planner's input into the HPSC, control sets 
arc generated as arz subject matter expert reviews. This process places a very heavy burden on planners to properly identify the right 
set of hazards. I f a  planner fails to identify a hazard, there is no additional review of the package by a SME to correct the package or 
to involve the SME in the walkdown process. 

. 
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For expedited maintenance work orders and minor maintenance work orders, no EiPSC is required by STD-101 or GDE-6210, tllougll 
other hazard analysis approaches are used, including job safety analyses (JSA). Minor maintenance work is restricted to a less 
hazardous set of  activities by using a specified list of' circumstances for which the work may not be pcrformed as minor maintenance. 
In contrasl, MCP-3562 requires tha~ line managers perform screcning activitics to identify hazards for operational activities and that 
they review and approve JSAs, determine whether m e r  analysis is needed and designate appropriate individuals to participate in thc 
tcam that will further analyze the hazards, the Hazard Evaluation Group WEG). One issue involving improper flow down of CWI 
requirements for periodic reviews ofJob Safety Analysis (ISAs) was identified as part of a recent Project Evaluation Board (PEB) 
nssessrnent lh is  PEB assessment noted that several JSAs were overdue for periodic review. Actions were initiated to correct the 
problem of having JSAs overdue for review. MCP-3562 provides line mmngcrs with a detailed process for performing hazard 
screening for operational activities that includes hazards related to the task, the facility(ics) in which the task will be performed, 
potential human erron, lessons learned information and enor precursor management. Similar detail is pmvidcd for the KEG in 
analyzing huards, p e r f o d n g  wdk downs, using standards to mitigate hazards and other related activities. MCP-3562 also requires 
that line managers select hazard mitigation according to the hierarchy of engineering controls, administmlive controls or PPE. 
This asstssment team concludes !?om tlus difrercncc in approaches that STD-101 and GDE-6210: 

Potentially omit subject matter expcrls in reviewing or approving maintenance work packages after the hazards and 
controis are established by the planner, 

do not ensure that Line managers designate the members of the team nssigned to evaluatc thc hazards (as does MCP-3562), 
may not ensure that the team so designated octa as a team when evaluating the hazards (individuals may contribute 
separately to the analysis without meeting together in a table top review or during a walk down), 

permit practices at ICP facilities that rely too heavily on table top reviews instead of walk downs, 

do 1101 expljcitly establish a preferred hierarchy of controls (neither MCP-3562, STD-IO1 nor GDE-6210 mention liuzard 
removal as a part of the pnfened hierarchy of controls) 

are written to make maintenance planning for hazard identification, analysis and control an expert-based approach relying 
on maintcnance planners as die primary source of expertise, even though plaaners are not experts in Documented Safety 
Analysis (DSA), Fire Hazard Assessments (FHA), environmental pemits, and are not required to be Unreviewed Safety 
Question (VSQ qualified (although they decide whether a USQ review of maintenance work orders we required). 

0 

* 
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nmrsuy changes a d o r  mining that Is nceersvy to 
Iddress IhC lSUU in *u Rcvircd procedures, as IpplicnblS &or revid Irrining initinfed. 

L 

This assessment identified mamples of improperly performed hazard analysts as follows: 
Hazards for the planned work were not properly identified and controlled in INTEC WO 60004096, cmergency/exit light 
replacement, 

INTEC JSA-1128, Fuel Oil System, used in conjunction with TPR-7194, Fuel Oil System for transferring fuel oil f h m  a 
tanker truck to CPP-701 did not identi& hazards associated with lifting heavy objects and lifting reshictions were not 
identified in the TPR for worker protection 

Hazard control sets at D&D activities arc not customized to the exact work k ing  performed. 
Hazard control set for Work Order 602907 at R W C  did not identify a LOR0 qu i r t rnen t  for the facility air comprtstor for 
incoq~oration into the work package, Although, the work package did require said comprtssor to be secund and LockdTaggeb The 
compressor was sccmd and locked before any work commenced. The work package development team failed to include said L O R 0  
in the required hazard se t  

O D ~ o r ~ ~ l l t v  for vement #I 
STD-101, I n k p l e d  Work ConfmlProcus. and GDE-6210. Muinfenonce Guide need to be nvkwed for possible hpmvements  to 
correct the issues identified with work document preparation. This review Will provide a basis for procedure revisions to hpmve the 
quality of these conh-olling documents. Completion of these actions will mult in improved hstmction for the development of work 
control documents. 

CWI Action I Deliverable 

Michnel D. Johnson, 
Director TSS 

Miehncl D. Johnson, 
Dimcar TSS 

5 /  1 tO6 
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Performance Objective WPC-5: Work Planning and Control Oversight Process 

Work control documents for maintenance arc prepared in accordance with STD-101, Integrated Work Control Pmcessu, GDE-6210, 
Muinfenancc Guide, and GDE-6212, HuzardMitigoiiott GuideJor. Jntegratcd Work Coturo1 Process. Operational activity control 
documeats are prepared in accordance with MCP-3562, Hazard Iderttijimtion Arra(vssis and Cotilml o/Opemtiortal Adivifies. The 
tcam mviewed over fifty maintenance and operations work control documents to determine whether work control documents were 
u'riinen in a manner that lead to safe and efficient completion of work. 
Improperly dehed  scope of work was an issue in only one work order (WO), At INTEC, the scope of work for minor maintenance 
WO 60004096 WBS not clearly dehed.  This WO was intended to replace twenty emergency and exit lights h CPP-666. The 
asstssmcnt team's observations during the pre-evolutionary briefing revealed tbat the planner and rrafts had discussed and a& to 
an undocumented change of scope that would have allowed electricians to initially attempt to repair tbc li&ts by working on the 
portion of the lighting that had a voltage of less than 50 volts. If this WBS not su~~essful, clechicians would then replace the light 
fixtvcs, which involved work on AC electrical circuitry up to 277 volts, After discussion among electricians, their foreman and the 
assessment team member observing tbc pre-evolutionary briefing the foreman elected to obtain a WO change pnor to beginning the 
work 
Scvcral problems w e n  noted pertaining to maintenance WOO being Writtea in a clear, coocise and worker friendly manner. 
Assessment team membvs evaluating construction activities generally found that the ALARA and Waste Stream section of 
mnsmction WOs wen dificult to follow. Additionally, three work documents at INTEC did not meet the r e q h e n k  of STD-101 
and GDE6210. h one w e  (WO 602485), a waming statement relating to potential mernay contnmination was improperly written 
( i t  contained action steps contrary to GDE-6210) and was not located immediately pnor to the step in which the hazard was 
encountcrtd The r equ imen t  for fall protection in WO 60095401 was also not located in the procedure immediately before the steps 
what  the hazard was encountend Finally, WO 60004096 Failed to be clear and concise, because the repair/rcpIacement sequencing 
discussed above was not mentioned in the WO at all, 
Wurk stq ,  sequencing a p p e d  to be satisfactory in all but one of the work control documents reviewed, In D&D WO 603430, Note 
1 states: "Steps 3 thru 6 may be worked in any order as directed by the job supeMsor," however Step 3 is a ''Hold Point" and must be 
performed prior to Step 4. Them were several examples of work control documents not adequately incorporating technical and 
adm~smbve requirements at INTEC and at D&D activities these were: 

Failun to document the quality level of a replacement part and to include the replacement part in the WO materials List 
( INlTC WO 602 1 85), 

Conducting work on CPP-GO3 sludge removal during the week of 12/19/05 with a procedure that had expired on 12/04/05, 

Using a JSA for work on CPP-603 sludge removal that was &sed in October 2005 without being reviewed by Fire Protection 
and Industrial Hygiene (wlich had reviewed the original JSA). 
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Revision to SID-101 and GDE-6210 to inrorpontc thc requirements oflhe 
EMD. 

Michlcl D. Johnson, 
Dimor TSS 

5/Ix)6 

An Exrmdvc Mmycmmt Dirrctke h u  ken iavcd 
for work documents that 
Shoot ond Rcpnir Dctivitiu requiring the 
troubleshooting work KtiviriU IO bc rcpomtc from 
the rrpair actividcs. This requirement w i l l  k 
incorpontcd into h e  \wi& pluming proccdum tu 
the next rrvirion, but no laict thm Mny 2006. 

prrpmd for Trouble 
lrrunnce o l t t e a r t i n  Mmrgcmcnt Dircctive. Ccmplncd Michael D. Johnson, 

Director TSS 

Responsible Manager. Michael D. Johnsoa, Dimtor - Technical Support SeMces 
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C W l  Action Delivcrable 
nic Technical Suppon S e M c u  (73s) will complere 
~ r m e w o f S T D - t O I  rindCDE-6210todclcnnlne 
ncccrsuy changes and/or mining thu is n r m s u y  IO 

IhC 'uUQ idcnlilicd in wusmCnl 

olproccdu,rr. 

RcVircd pracdurcr. at appliublc, and/or rcviscd mining initiated. 

-- - 

Due Dale 0 wed0 r g 

4/1106 Michael D. Johnson, 
Director T S S  

Y I M  Mlchacl D. Johnson, 
Dimclor TSS 

Performance Objective WPC-6: Work Planning and Control Oversight 

The assessment team interviewed over sixty CWI and subcontractor personnel associated with over 50jobs and f o h d  that first line 
supcMson and workers arc knowledgeable of their work conml documents. T&g of ICP personnel is recorded in a computerized 
synem, TRUN. Supcrvison and foremen have access to 7" to allow them to determine whether personnel assigned to the jobs 
thcy supcwisc mcct all relevant training requirements, and inteniews revealed that supervisors were knowledgeable about how I O  

access T" to check personnel lraining records. Based on a sample of the pcnons associatcd With the work revicwcd, most 
personnel met all applicable training and qualification requirements, Some examples of individuals who did not meet training and 
qualification requirements were identified a1 RWMC and at D&D activities. An eleclrician a1 RWMC had not received RWMC 
Electrician MTELRWOOOO (8 of 13 qualifications and courses needed). At TAN, one D&D Foman directing work in the field and 
conducting pre-job briefings did not have the required qudifications (QLPREJOB, Perfotming Prc-Job Briefings and QLMNTJSF, 
INEEL Job SuptrvisodForman). Ln addition, TRAIN system records showed that one of tlic D&D supervisors at RTC did not have 
the pre-job briefing qualification (QLPREJOB). Interviews revealed that he had compleied this training, but that the record of his 
W n g  had been misplaced. Based on a sampling of the persons associated with the work reviewed, all personnel met medical 
requirements. 
Work a: ICP is authorized by operations authority, which reviews and authorizes all work control documents prior to commenceincnl 
of w o r k  Work is scheduled using plan of the weck (POW) and  plan of the day (POD) formals. At POWPOD meclings, work IS 
evalualcd at each facility and/or site io ensue  that work aclivities ofoiic scope do not ndversely affect the safc work ofanolhcr. 
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At one facility, foremen reported a considerable degee  of frustration associated With a general lack of adherence to originaVeariy 
versions of Lhe POW and POD. Emergent work (e.g. due to equipment failures) is properly added !o the POD to be authorized before 
working as described above, but foreman Gequently must cliange priorities to meet dcletions and additions to the schedulc. Foremen 
report that they routinely attempt to prepare well in advance for jobs when they appear on POWPOD. Such prepatations include 
work p a c k a y  review, identification and acquisition of replacement parts and materials and interfaces with operations to ensure 
systems nnd equipment arc in a condition ready to work When schedule changcs occur, early preparations for deleted jobs are put on 
hold and hurried prepmtions for added jobs begins in order to ensure crafts are fully utilized. While foremen report they are not 
beginning work in unsde conditions, the impact of frequent schedule changes is increased risk &om more error-likely situations. Tlint 
facility's maintenance management is aware of this problem. tracks adherence to POW schcdulcs and continues to attempt to work 
this issue. Lack of rigorous adherence to POWPOD schcdulcs increases fiustrab'on, impacts craft and labor effon and increases error- 
likely situations. 
Even though the assessmenl team observed effective pre-evolutionary b r i ebgs  took place in nearly all cases, tlie RWMC Sitc Area 
Director indicated that he is not fully satisfied with &e present execution of this process, noting that management is presently working 
with their stan to upgrade the presentation mode of associated briefings. At INTEC, a worker performing work on 12/20/05 under 
INTEC WO 602425 did not receive the required pre-job briefing, and the pre-job briefing form for INTEC WO GO2425 was not 
properly filled out by the foreman who performed the briefing on 12/14/05, Ln addition, at a TAN D&D activity, completed pre job 
briefing forms for WO 6004 13 had soma missing pages and missing information. 
Adherence l o  WO and o p e n h g  procedures needs improvement. This condition was particularly disappointing, since ICP had been in 
a work stand down due to R series of recent events Rnd occurrences. During the stand down, ICP management emphasized (among 
other Ihjngs) the requirement for all workers to follow written insmctions or to stop work if unexpected conditions arose and obtain B 
change IO work documents. Severnl examples of procedural noncompliance observed across ICP as follows: 

An INTEC Utility Operator and Fuel Oil Subcontractor 
the additional alignments needed by the Truck Driver to 
is performed up to several times each week during &e co 
h e  actions taken had not been identified. 

At RWMC, Steps 3 , 4 , 5  on the data sheet for procedure TRE-30 were no1 initialed or dated as required on the form. 
Although thc data had been taken, die performer did not complete die fom. " h i s  work package was signed off as conipiete 
by management. 

The TAN primary authorized employee (PAE) documented a correctly completed LOTO for TAN Area Firewater Purllp 
FP-P-4 in the wrong place in the work package, leaving the step for the LOTO Hold Point in W . 0 ,  603004 blank. 
Subsequently, crafts started work even though the P A €  had not signed this Hold Point. 

I not follow TPR-7194, Fuel Oil System, as written to address 
pport continued pumping born tanker sections. This procedure 
weather, but the need to stop and revise the procedure to allow 
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Two RWMC employees k e y 4  up their radio (c.g. tranSmitted) Within an exclusion mne, contrary tu h e  prccautien -2 
TPR-7417 that pmhibited radio transmission in the marked exclusion area. 
During the conduct of RWMC procedure TPR-7417, maintenance personnel failed to wear safety glasses as required. The 
opemtor stopped work until safety glasses were worn as prescribed. 
During the conduct of RWMC procedure TPR-7417 an operator reacthatad a drain valve before making notification to 
management as required by step 4.2.6 of MCP 2978, Control of Eqrtipmenf and System Status which statu part 
'%Reposition components found out of position only upon approval fiom the cognizant managcr/superviso?'. The valve 
had been de-encrgized (unplugged) but was not re-energized and placed beck into service following installation of heat 

0 

tracing. 
The assessment team did not observe any conditions that warranted stop work for safety reasons. During interviews, first lhe 
supervisors and warkm demonstrated a good understanding of their stop work authority. 

STD-101, Integrated Work Conml Pmcess, discuses  the use of status logs with no prescribed direction as to what is dwirui or 
nquired, and GDE-6210, Muiiuennnce Glide, describes 'Work Status" place holders. In practice, then was a wide varkty of 
methods used to document work status, including work status logs, procedure step annotations and personal logbooks. In most cases, 
work control documents contained adequate documentation (Le., work status log) regarding work status. However, no construction 
documents included provisions for documenting work status. Two work packages for work done by CWI at RTC, WOs 603048 and 
60271 5 ,  had completed steps that w m  not properly signed o& 

Lessons learned are being implemented through incorporation directly into work orders or included in the hazard conmls associated 
with the work order, discussed during prc-job briefings, or ptsented during all hand briefingdsafety phases. The feedback prows 
uses more than one approach to track feedback to closure, depending on the different work order types (PM or CM), but both systems 
m e t  the quiremenu for incorporation of lessons Ieamed into work orders. Planners interviewed know how to access the INL 
lessons learned database, and search the database for applicable lessons learned based on the scope of their work order. 

O n e  example of m incomplete work order record was identified. INTEC WO 602185 involved the repah of PCV-118, which was 
leaking nitr ic acid (See CRAD 23.3.4) While performing the work, INTEC personnel discovered that PI-218-2 w8s not hct ioning 
properly. PI-2 18-2 was replaced under this WO using a work order change (WOC). The WOC for the PI-21 8-2 replacmmt was 
processed, the work completed and the package closed. The package was sent to be scanned for record retention in FDMS. Due to an 
ovmight dunng the scanning process, the WOC was not scanned into EDMS. 
Some crafts reported that they did not find the Lessons Lcamed (LL) data base to be a usable tool, due to the scarcity of LLs that 
appear in the LL database for their facility (RWMC). The database spans five years and has only 27 LL entries. During interviews, 
some ICP ~ C I Z O M C ~  reported that they did not find the ICARE data base to be a usable tool because they do no know bow to find issue 
of interest Craft personnel need training to search the ICARE system by topic. 
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Thc Kwc of procedure non cwnplhce iC 1 d o r a  

QWC unlpic i s  being dcvclopd that will identity 
specific rctioru fhot w nccasuy to comet hit 
adverre mnd. 

e o n m  of 18 mnagemnt. A wmpnhmsivc 

ODDortunitv for l m ~ m  vement # 1 

l r m M c e  of comglctcd comprchcnrin mud MIlyiS Compla Williom J. Johnson, 
COO 

C W  considers the issue of pmcedun non compliance to be a serious item. A comprthensive cause analysis will be developed to 
address tiis issue and to identify needed actions/improvements. 

C W  Action Deliverable 
lrruc I c o m ~ l v c  d o n  plpn LO a d d m  h e  c m n l  
M ~ P I  for pmcedurr non conrpliancc which IS I 
scnou c o n m  of ICP mvragcmcni 

A cametire d o n  PIM will bc trued l o  n d d m  dr h a  Mndficd in the 
c~nprrhcndve mum1 nnnlysir 

CWI Action 1 Deliverable 1 Due Date 1 Owner/Org 
I I 

Due Dak owner/org - 
Wlllirm J. Johnson, 
coo 

21/06 

T h e  complaion o f d l  ndonr in the m d n  metic0 
pmdun: non- 

complimc will m c i v c  CWI mmngema\t prioriy. 
(D c o ~ l  sdHlrc A d o n ,  idenlified in the corrcctiw adon plan will bc c o r n p l ~ c d  I J. Johnson. 

Responsible Manager: William J. Johnson, Chief Operating Officer 
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Performance Objective WPC-7: Work Planning and Control Contractor Oversight 

T h e  ICP has established procedures for t he  conduct of independent and self assessment activities The Integrated Assessment 
Program, wtich is described in PDD-1064, "lntegratcd Assessment Progmm.," is a cornprebeasive, integrated, risk-based approach for 
managing assessments. Integrated assehsment h c l u d u  activities managed under the following company requiment  documents: 

MCP-9 172, Dewloping, Intept ing,  and Irnplerr~enting AsseJsnient Plam and Sclredulcr 

UT-202, Company Level R e q t u ' d  Assessmcnls 

GDE-203, Planrting, Scheduling, and Pefornung Assessntents 

PDD-124, Assessor and Lend Assessor Traitring and Qualificntion Program 

MCP-552, Perforniing IndcpcndEnl A s s m e n &  

MCP-8, Pefonntng Management Assasmeno and Managemutt Reviews 
MCP- I22 1, Petforniing Iwpectiotu arid Stitveillances 

CTR-69, Charter for the Projet  Evaluation Board (Revised 2/3/06, PDD-148, Pmjeet Evaluation Board) 
Other assessment programs exist, such as CTR-154,lNTECSmiorSupvvirory W'clt Pmgmnt, (as well as Similar SSW programs at 
othcr ICP facilities) and CTR-175, DRECMamgemen( U b s e m i o n  P m p m  (MOP), which is unique to INTEC. 
Taken together, a sptm is thvefon in place to provide a m a n s  of monitoring and evaluating all work performed, including w o k  
performed by subcontractors. Implementation of this system, however, is not consistent across the ICP. Although assessments an 
being performed, including of subcontractors, the evidence suggests a need to p w e  B more effective implementation of the existing 
program. This is demonstrated by 

The lack of or limited scape of management assessments perfomed at the project level. 
LiAted management obsentations and senior supervisory watches at RWMC. 
The lack of comprehensive hc t iona l  area assessmcnts for many areas. 

The lack of compnliensive assessments at the projmt level. 

The focus of many assessments on administrative reviews instead of operational reviews. 

Identified problems (not ICARE issues) not having corrective actions documented. 
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A schedule exists for ICP assessments as the ICP Integrated Assessment Schedule database. Management assesmerd and 
independent assessments of the ISMS program m required to be performed in UT-202, as are swvci~bances of work in a r o v s  
Conformance to this schedule on an ICP-wide basis was not examined 
Line managers periodically perform surveillances, and these surveillances include the observations oz precvolution briefing and 
work performed, but there did not appear to be stmng evidence that observations ofjob walk downs and JHA walk downslrneetings 
was included in the scope of these surveillances. For example, the assessment team found that at D&D activities, line management 
assessments did not assess the full spectrum of the work contrwl process, In addition, while the scope of MOP observations at INTEC 
a n d  SSW observations arc particularly focused on work in progrrss as w c U  as operational preparations for work, they arc not directed 
toward the work package planning process. 
The team reviewed completed ST-202 sweillances and the INTEC Management Observation Program Observed Evolution forms / 
Work Activities and other documentp. While the above mentioned oversight programs end activities were valuable and included 
mnny criteria important to work control, none of these programs included reviews of completed work orders Within the scope of their 
review criteria Furthermore, at "EC and D&D activities, the scope of the completed surveillances and observations that the team 
reviewed did not include approved work orders. 
The primary means of line management ovcdght of indevelopment work control documeats w u  line manager review and approval 
through the implementation of STD-101, hfegrafed Work Control Process. These reviews and approvals arc performed by 
maintenance managers, general foreman (e.g, construction), and maintenance supervisors for indevelopment work orders. Line 
managers reviewed appmved work orders during Senior Supervisory Watch work activities. Therc arc no scheduled or planned 
assessments or sweillanccs of active or indevelopment work control documents by line managas in existing INTEC oversight 
programs. 
T m d i n g  is tracked and reported monthly in accordance with the Safety Performance Objectives, Measures, and Commitments 
(SPOMC). Also rtgarding trending, the results ofwork control oversight activities, the 2005 ICP ISMS Annual Evaluation Rcport 
found that: 

9 Assessments arc being scheduled and managed in at least three databases, making it difficult to coordhate planned 
assessments and to analyze issues for trends 
Not all requ id  areas are performing assessments to support MCP-I 175, Analyzing ESH&QA Pelfontlance. These 
assessments provide quarterly analysis of ISMS integrity and ESH&QA performance. Area analysis is needed to identify 
possible trend and recurring issues. 
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CWI Action Deliverable I Due Date I Owner/Org 
Michael D. Johnson, 
Dimor, l 3 S  

Mlchnd D. Johnson. 
Dinetor, 7ss 

P m v  I 
Responsible Manager: Mchael D. Johnson, Dirutor - Technical Support Sewices 

QBDortunihr for Im~rovernmt a 
To ensure prompt implementation of self-assessment program improvements the Project Evaluation Board will conduct a 
comprehensive evaluation of self-assessment performance. 

! I CWI Action Deliverable 
T h e  Pr0je.1 Emluuion Bard will sondua I 
mmprrhenrive cnluuion of  r l f  rcvamolt  
p e f m c c  at all ICP u m  tp vuify Wpcr 
implcmentntion and cxccution of  the nviscd 
luscumcnl program mchuc. 

lrrunncc of u m m l  rcpon on cfkctivcncar of mvircd psScrSmen1 
progryn dNCNW.. 

I I 

Responsible Managerr .Jim Gregory, Manager, Pmjtct Evaluation Board. 

Drtni Rmkin, EsHkQ 
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Performance Objective F&I-1: Contractor Program Documentation 

The ICP contract does not include the requirement to implement a formal "Conmctor Assurance System" in accordance With DOE 0 
226.1 , fmplenrenrotion of Depnmnerrl of Energ), Ovcrsiglu Policjt. However, tlle information contained in PDD-1004, Integrated 
Su/ep Munugemed System flM', Revision 9 Dfaq addresses h e  activities that are included in the INL's formal Contractor 
Assurance System and meets the review and approval nquirements outlined in this objective. This i n t ep ted  operational assurance 
process, with other pmgram description documents, management control procedures, and standards, also includts asscssment 
activitits, otha structured optrational awareness activities, and the event reporting processes. 
The pmgnvn moniton and evaluates all work performed under the coawct, including that of subcontractors. These activities occur 
through a variety of m a h h s .  On a daily basis, the Safety Assessment Center (SAC) provides for senior management discussion 
on the previous day's work activities and safety issucs throughout ICP. A monthly SAC report is issued providing a 12-month rolling 
tnnd analysis to each of eleven high focus project areas pcrlaining lo event severity index= (including good work practices) and 
ISMS core function breakdowns, in addition to a listing of the issues reported regarding the project area For the previous month. In 
addition, a monthly Safe ty  Performance Objectives, Measures and Commitments (SPOMC) dashboard report is issued to repon on 
current fiscal year status of operational issuu compand against ICP goals. 

On a quarterly basis, the Safety Performance Objectives, Muuures, and Commitments (SPOMC) documents progress pertaining to the 
DOE approved performance tracking data points. On an annual basis, the ISMS Annual Evaluation and SPOMC review provide even 
huther insight to current status and performance bmding by both the Contractor and subcontractors. The company PDD-1061, 
I/~tegmfedAsser~nrenf Program is in place, and is supplemented by PDD-1005, Line Mamgement and Operotions Maniral, 
Schedules are in place for FY 2006 to support required assessmentd and rmrveiUancts. 

While the processej for the various asscssmmts and other structured opvational awareness activities are outlined in their respective 
program documents, the quantity of documeats potentially govemjng a single assessment activity is excessive. Each step h m  
scheduling the asscsment to planning, investigating, and wortink with capillary documents for each rypc of assessment and 
resultant outcomes, has iu own governing document. The quantity of requirements and in some cases unnecessary rigor spread 
amongst the number of requirement documents causes inconsistent performance andor unintentional, non-compliant performancc. 
Implementation of the self-assessment pmgram is not consistent or adequately effective across the ICP. The program is in place to 
provide a means of monitoring and evaluating work and assessments being performed, including oversight of subcontractors. 
However, evidence shows a need to pursue a more effective/efficimt implementation of the self-assessment program. This is 
demonstrated by: 

The lack of or limjted scope of management assessments performed at the project level, 

Limited management observations and senior mpeMsory watches at RWMC. 
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A miwd self ~ ~ ~ l m m t  pmgrwn s t m  will bc 
developed by a sdaed tam or  ICP managen who 
have M excmrive backgmund in nlT u~cumcnl 
program p c r f o m c c  This prognm will be 

T h e  lack of comprehensive functional area assessments for many arcas. 

The lack of comprehensive assessments at the project level. 

The focus of many assessments is on administrative reviews instead of operational reviews. 

Identified pmblems not having corrective actions documented that are not sufficiently serious to wanant tracking in the 
ICARE system 

All products of the program are documented and available to DOE line management Some of these documents, such as the PDD- 
1004, ISMS h u a l  Evaluation, and SPOMC Reports are included in the contract performance evaluation. 
The Contractor has established s ~ c i e n t  yroccssts for measuring the efftctivcntss of the program howevtr, t h e  implementation of the 
pmgmn across ICP is inconsistent and cumbersome. 
?hc q u i r m e n b  end process for establishing and implementing the appropriate training and experience requirements for assurance 
pensomel are outlined in company program documents and rtinforced in implementation of PDD-1004. 

gmortunr~ for I ~ D ~ v -  
To improve the quality and quantity of self-assessments and to iacrease management involvement in the self-assesmnent program the 
pm.dgram will be critically evaluated and needed changes that provide improved participation while manitaing program quality will be 
implemented. 

Prcccntotion lo ESRB orrevised rclfmarmmt pmgma 
I I CWI Action Deliverable I Due Date 

Responsible Manager: Michael D. Johnson, D h c t o r  - Technical Support Services 

OwnedOrg 
Michael D. Johnson, 
Diretor, t s S  

Mihicl D. Johnson, 
Director, T S S  
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CWX Action Deliverable 

T h e  Project Enluntim Board will condud a laurmce of uvvmcnt rcpon on cf tkdvema of r& UScPmcnt 
progmll rnCNR, mmprhmrin evmlurtion of r l f  useuncnl 

pdonnance u all IC? v+m to wify pmpn 
implcmmtntion ond cxccution olthc rcvirtd 
asscsmcni p m p m  I ~ C I U R .  

OmnlfYfQ h D  rovement #2 

To ensure prompt implementation of self-assessment program improvements the Project Evaluation Board will conduct a 
comprehensive evaluation of self-assessment perfomance. 

Due Date 

71 1196 Bmc Rankin, ESH&Q 

I 

Performance Objective F&I-2.1: Assessments and Performance Indlcators 

T h e  Integrated Assessment Program, based on PDD- 1064, Integrated Assessnicnt Pmgrarri, IST-202, Compury-Leiel Reqirired 
rtwejsriteuts, and inputs b m  Functional A m  Managm and Subject Matter Experts, establishes the esscssment pmgram for 
functional anas, progruns, facilitiu. and organizational elements. The scope and fnqucncy of these assessments ie determined based 
upon q u l a t o r y  requirements documents in conjunction with an analysis of risk when applicable. The level of rigor is outlined in the 
implemcnting documents governing the pmfbrmance of the different types of assessments, Le. Management vs. Independent. As 
discussed previously in Objective F&I-I, this implernentntion is cumbersome and inconsistently implemented in the field. As a result, 
this objective is evaluated as only partially met  
The Project Evaluation Board (PEB) is established at ICP to provide the fitnction of independent internal assessments. Assessments 
are identified, planned and performed by this p u p  which bas the autlionty and independence from line management to support 
unbiased evaluations. To date the PEB assessments have been focused on specific problems OT issues instead of compnliensive 
project assessments. The 2006 PEB schedule has included these project assessments. 
The SPOMC (discussed pnviously) is approved by line management and DOE. It provides a measure to indicate how work is being 
performed. This includes the perfomance objectives and the expectations set by senior management Other performance moniloring 
programs include the SAC and Executive Safety Review Board (ESRB) at the senior management level with other process designed to 
capture and gather issues at the project and supervisor's level such as the Hazard Review Board (HRB). ICP management policy 
continuously reinforces the ISMS process of Feedback and Improvement to all pers~nnel on Site. This provides multiple avenues of 
input by which issues, good or bad, an reported to the necessary programs for analysis and trending. 
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The SAC provides the method of sharing good practices and lessons learned on a daily basis to and f h m  dl i he  managers. ?he 
information discussed in these daily meetings is tracked and trended iqdependently and provided to each project area on a rnanthly 
basis. In addition, this infarmation is used in the occurrence reporting process and program quarterly wduatioz in the e v k w  c' 
positive or negative trends. The ESRB also causes k c  tracking and tnnding to be evaluated for issues that are of concern and that 
may f l ed  safety, performance objectives, or goals. The SPOMC, Monthly 1CP Injury/Iltnws Report, and the Monthly Dashboard 
dam provide the information necessary to identify current status relative to goals and objectives agreed to by CWI and DOE. 

Qowrtunitv for I ~ U I W V ~  
To ensun the Project Evaluation Board has appropriate t t s o m e s  to accomplish scheduled assessments for CY 2006 the existing 
schedule will be upgraded to provide resource loading. 

CWI Action Deliverable I Due Date I Owner/Otg I I I I 1 

~ ~~ 

Responsible Manager. Jim &gory, Manager - Project Evaluation Board 

Quuornmitv for JmProvernent #2 
To ensure proper development of self-assessment schedules actions Will be taken to update the cumnt  assessment requirements 
document In addition, to provide for improved self-assessment schedule development in the future, annual updates to the assessment 
requirements document will be ivued weU in advance of the FY schedule development needs, 

I Deliverable CWI Action 
Revision of LST-202 

lmc LsT.202 Updaw for FY 07 

-~ ~~ 

RcsponsibIc Manager Craig Kvamme, Manager - Performance hsurance 

Due Date I Owner/Otg 
I I 

Brent Rankin, ESH&Q YTSm 

Brent Rankin, ESH4Q 7/30/06 
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Performance Objective F&I-23: Operating Experience 

Formal processes are in place to identify applicable lessons learned fiom external and internal sources. The processes utilize 
communkation and distribution methods such as the site intn.net and e-mail systems, discussion in the SAC, the Lessons Learned 
Web Site and presentation at job briefings. 

Lessons learned are obtained h m  and provided to external s o m a  such as the DOE Lessons Learned Web and a corporate web for 
use and sharing at other sites. 

ID has instituted the Voluntary Pmtection Program (VPP), and its Employee Safety Teams (EST) and Changing Our Behavior 
Reduces Accidents (COBRA) program that provide the mechanisms necessary to solicit feedback and suggestions f h m  the workforce 
on any topic for which a need is felt 

No oppomtnities for improvement noted. 

Performance Objective F&I-23: Event Reporting 

Formal processes arc in place to investigate, report, and respond to operational events, incidents and occupational injuries and 
illnesses. MCP-190, Event I n w t i g u t i o n  and Occvrrence Reporting, contains the instructions for documenting and xzporting 
occurrences. In conjunction with reporting these events corrective actions are documented and tracked as specified in MCP-598, 
Comcf ive  Action Sjoiem. Cause analysis is performed in accordance with a formal process as ppecified in STD-1113, Q u e  Annfysis 
and Corrective Aciion Devebpmcnt, by qualified personnel as specified in PDD-1114, Cause Analyst TrainDig and QuafiJicafion 
Progmni. 

The SAC as described above provides a centralized process for timely management involvement in routine reporting, reviewing, and 
assigning follow-up on safety events; supports safety performance monitoring; and provides a resource for periodic safety 
performance summary reporting. Data is collected about events and conditions that have the potential for adversely d k t i n g  safe 
operations now and in the future, as well as good practices. 

The ESRB as described above is established to ovcrsee tlic identification, analysis, reporting, and corrcctive actions of safety 
significant events, issues wi'th programmatic implications, and other issues as determined necessary. The ESRB also causes issue 
t n c k n g  and trending to be evaluated for issues that are ofconcern and that may a f k t  safety, performance objectives, or goals. The 
SPOMC, Monthly ICP Injurynllness Repoq and the Monthly Dashboard data provide the information necessary to identify current 
s ta tu  relative to goals and objectives agreed to by CWI and DOE. 
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Lessons learned a x  obtained !?om and provided to external sources such as the DOE Lessons Learned Web and a corpornte web for 
use and sharing at other sites consistent with the requirements of MCP-192, Processing Lasons Learued and Exfetnal Opemfing 
Experience. 

No opportunities for improvement noted. 

Performance Objectlve F&I-2.4: Issues Management 
?he ICP utilizes several prognms that comprise satisfaction of this objective. 1CA.R.E system is the formal process that captuts not 
only deficiencies, but other noncompliance issues, program commitments and their respective data for tracking. The ORPS reporting 
system is annotated to use this program for comctive action tracking as well. Event cause analysis and comct ive  actions are also 
governed by their respective program docum-. 
With regard tu corrective action plans, they arc typically limited in scope and without regard to existing action items in place for other 
process improvements. Some arc developed without regards to similar or mss-cutting effects of other comctive action plans. This 
method tends to overload the system with duplicative or similar action items being resolved by different groups not bowing  of the 
others' efforts, delaying final achievement of completion. 
MCP-598, ne Lrrw Managcmuu Pmgrant and Comcfive Achoii Systun, MCP-190, Even[ Investigation and Occurrence 
Reporting, and MCP-553, Slop Work Aufhority, together provide the basic proccss mechanisms to identify, take action, and resolve 

MCP-I 269, Ertablishing, Monitoring, arid Reportbig ESH&QA Pcrfoririance Objectives, Goals, Atid Meusiircs, MCP-I 175, Airnfjaing 
ESH&QA Pefornronce, and MCP-598 program documents require rtview and analysis of deficiencies. Line management is provided 
the tools and resources to perform t h i s  task Continued management attention is necded to ensure these processes arc effective and 
rigorous. 

Communication of issues up the management chain docs occur. While the lines of communication have gone through transition pains, 
management is attentive to the needs of the program. 
Feedback programs are integrated and analyted to identify trends, issues, and potential mpeat occurrences. This analysis is performed 
h u g l i  several methods. These processes need continued attention to ensure identification ofpotential significant problems before 
they become events. 
ICP program d o m e n t  PDD-1114, Cmse A n a l p  Training a d  Qirah'Jcntioii Program, requires the training of employees on 
comctive action development and causal analysis techniques. Formal cause analysis and corrective action development process are 
implemented in STD-I 1 13, Calm A/io(csk and Correcrive Action Dci,clopti~ent. 

No opportunitits for improvement noted. 

1ssues. 
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SECTION V - CWI WP&C and F&I Good Practices 

Good Practice(s) 
I3e pmccss outlinai within MCP-3562, Hazard Identijcalioii 
4nalysis and Control of Operational Activities, is a user Eriendly 
xncisely developed procedm The design of this MCP enhances 
h e  ability of any individual ~ v m  the responsibility to generate a 
new, or modify an existing Operational documeat The Hazard 
Screening Checklist (Appendix B) informs the user of tbe 
minimum set of subject matter experts requited to participate with 
the development or modification of an Operational work control 
document. This approach demonstrates Line Management's direct 
involvement with identification of specific individuals that shall 
assist with the work control process. 

IO allows use of a "step back" for any penon to stop a job 
without declaring a "stop work". Step backs pcxmit a "no fiult" 
means for p e m e l  to pause to consider and discuss situations to 
'mprove safety without completely stopping B job. The practice 
appears to have wide acceptance and a beneficial impact on safety 
thus far, 

Site Point of Contact 
James E. Kaylor 
Department Manager- INTEC, 526-3483 

Bill Grace, Director 
Industn'al Safkty, 208-526-1 163 

The implementation of the Management Observation Program for 
TNTEC has  provided improved management involvement in the 
self assessment program. The program, as intended, meets much 
of the intent of this review as well as other worthwhile 
management goals. 

William 1. Johnson 
COO, 208-526-7 148 
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Good Practice@) 
The Safety Assessment Center (SAC) provides a centralized 

reviewing, and assigning follow-up on safety events; supports 
safety performance monitoring and provides a resource for 
periodic safety performance summary reporting. Data is collected 
about events and conditions that have the potential for adversely 
affecting safe operations now and in the fiture, as well BS good 

process for timely managaneat in repartin& 

p!73ctiCeS. 

~ 

Site Point of Contact 
Matthew Steffa 
Manager - Safety Assessment Center, 208-526-7452 

I T h e  Executive Safety Review Board (ESRB) is established to I Bruce Schdk 
Director - ESH&Q Support Programs, 208-526-7439 oversee the identification, analysis, rtpohg, wd comctive 

actions of safety significant events, issues with programmatic 
implications, and other issues 88 determined necessary. 
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